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TRANSFER OF WHEAT ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS 


WEDNESDAY, MAY 8, 1957 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL PropucTION, 
MARKETING AND STABILIZATION OF PRICES OF 
THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND Forestry, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 324, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Milton R. Young presiding. 

Present: Senator Young (presiding). 

Also present : Representative Hagen. 

Senator Youna. The meeting is called this morning to consider 
S. 606, a bill to permit the transfer of wheat acreage allotments of 
lands taken by any Federal, State, or any other agency having the 
right of eminent domain. 

I ask at this time that a copy of the bill be placed in the record, and 
also a report by the Department of Agriculture. 

(S. 606 and the report referred to are as follows :) 


{[S. 606, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To permit the transfer of wheat acreage allotments of lands taken by any Federal, 
State, or any other agency having the right of eminent domain 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of section 334 (d) of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1988, as amended, is amended to read as 
follows: “Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, the allotments 
established, or which would have been established, for any farm (1) acquired 
in 1950 or thereafter, by the United States for national defense purposes, or 
(2) removed from agricultural production in 1956 or thereafter because of 
acquisition by any Federal, State, or other agency having the right of eminent 
domain, shall be placed in an allotment pool and shall be used only to establish 
equitable allotments for other farms owned or acquired by the owner of the 
farm so acquired by any such agency: Provided, That no allotment be estab- 
lished for any farm from such pool unles application therefor is filed within 
three years after acquisition of such farm by such agency or within three years 
after the enactment of this Act, whichever period is longer.” 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., April 5, 1957. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate. 

DeEaR SENATOR ELLENDER: This is in reply to your request of January 16 for 
a report on S. 606, a bill to permit the transfer of wheat acreage allotments of 
lands taken by any Federal, State, or any other agency having the right of 
eminent domain. 

This Department recommends the enactment of this bill, modified as indicated 
below. 
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This bill would amend subsection 334 (d) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended, so as to extend the so-called Barden amendment for wheat 
to include acquisitions of farms made for any purpose in 1956 or thereafter 
by any Federal, State, or other agency having a right of eminent domain. In 
addition, the bill would limit to 3 years the period in which a dispossessed farm 
owner could apply for an adjustment in the wheat allotment determined for 
other farms owned or acquired by him. Under existing legislation the Barden 
amendment is limited to Federal acquisition for national defense purposes be- 
ginning with 1950. The inclusion of such earlier date in the modified amend- 
ment is not necessary since there have been no acquisitions for national defense 
purposes during the period 1950 to the present time. 

We believe that the objective of this amendment could best be achieved by 
changing the language therein to read as follows: 

“Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, the acreage allotment 
established, or which would have been established, for a farm which is removed 
from agricultural production because of acquisition in 1955 or thereafter by any 
Federal, State, or other agency having a right of eminent domain shall be 
placed in an allotment pool and shall be used only to establish equitable allot- 
ments for other farms owned or acquired by the owner of the farm so acquired 
by such agency: Provided, That such owner shall make application therefor 
within three years after the end of the calendar year in which such farm was 
removed from agricultural production: Provided further, That the allotment so 
made for any farm, including a farm on which wheat has not been planted dur- 
ing any of the four marketing years preceding the marketing year in which the 
allotment is made, after taking into consideration the allotment acreage which 
was placed in the pool from the farm acquired from the applicant, shall com- 
pare with the allotments established for other farms in the same locality which 
are similar except for the past acreage of wheat.” 

The principal changes made by this revised language are (1) the elimination 
of the 1950 date for reasons explained above, (2) clarification of the cutoff 
date within which a dispossessed farm owner must apply for an adjusted allot- 
ment under the amendment, and (3) change the definition of an old wheat 
farm in a manner described in more detail under item 2 below. 

In addition to the change in the Barden amendment, there are certain other 
changes in section 834 which should be made at the same time to improve the 
operations of the acreage allotment and marketing quota programs for wheat. 
The additional changes needed for this purpose are as follows : 

1. Eliminate in subsections (a) and (b) the word “ten” wherever it appears 
and insert in lieu thereof the word “five.” These changes would require that 
the national wheat acreage allotment be apportioned to States and counties 
on the basis of the acreage seeded for production of wheat during the preced- 
ing 5 years instead of the preceding 10 years. Such changes are considered 
desirable because it is believed that the use of a 5-year period would result in 
State and county wheat acreage allotments which are more representative of 
current production operations. 

2. Eliminate in the second sentence of subsection (c) the word “three” im- 
mediately preceding the words “marketing years” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “four.” This change would redefine an old wheat farm to be one on which 
Wheat has been seeded in at least 1 of the immediately preceding 4 years in- 
stead of 3 years. It is believed that this change will result in the establishment 
of allotments for “old” wheat farms which reflect more accurately the crop- 
rotation system carried out on the farm. There are certain areas of the country 
where seeding wheat for grain once every 4 years is a well-established crop- 
rotation practice. Therefore, to avoid the necessity of classifying such farms 
as “new” wheat farms, a 4-year period should be used. 

3. Add at the end of subsection (c) two new sentences reading as follows: 
“Any acreage planted to wheat in excess of the 1958 and subsequent farm 
acreage allotments shall not be taken into account in establishing future State, 
county, and farm acreage allotments. The planning on the farm of wheat of the 
1958 or any subsequent crop for which no farm wheat acreage allotment was 
established shall not make the farm eligible for an allotment as an old farm un- 
der the first sentence of this subsection.” Both of these legislative requirements 
now apply to tobacco and the first now applies to all basic crops except wheat and 
corn. It is felt that the planting of wheat in excess of the farm allotment should 
not be permitted to influence the size of future allotments and that the planting 
of wheat on a farm for which no wheat allotment was established should not 
be allowed to make the farm eligible for an old farm allotment. 
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Enclosed is a draft of a proposed bill, which if enacted into law, we feel would 
not only accomplish the objective of S. 606 but also would add the three addi- 
tional changes referred to above which would greatly improve the operations 
of the acreage allotment and marketing quota program for wheat. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 


A BILL To amend the wheat marketing quota provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 334 of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1938, as amended, is amended (1) by striking out in subsections (a) 
and (b) the word “ten” wherever it appears and inserting in lieu thereof the 
word “five”: (2) by striking out in the second sentence of subsection (¢) the 
word “three” immediately preceding the words “marketing years” and inserting 
in lieu thereof the word “four”; (3) by adding at the end of subsection (¢) two 
new sentences reading as follows: “Any acreage planted to wheat in excess of 
the 1958 and subsequent farm acreage allotments shall not be taken into account 
in establishing future State, county, and farm acreage allotments. The planting 
on the farm of wheat of the 1958 or any subsequent crop for which no farm 
Wheat acreage allotment was established shall not make the farm eligible for 
an allotment as an old farm under the first sentence of this subsection”; and 
(4) by changing subsection (d) to read as follows: “Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this section, the acreage allotment established, or which would 
have been established, for a farm which is removed from agricultural production 
because of acquisition in 1955 or thereafter by any Federal, State, or other 
agency having a right of eminent domain shall be placed in an allotment pool 
and shall be used only to establish equitable allotments for other farms owned 
or acquired by the owner of the farm so acquired by such agency: Provided, 
That such owner make application therefor within three years after the end of 
the calendar year in which such farm was removed from agricultural produc- 
tion: Provided further, That the allotment so made for any farm, including a 
farm on which wheat has not been planted during any of the four marketing 
years preceding the marketing year in which the allotment is made, after taking 
into consideration the allotment acreage which was placed in the pool from the 
farm acquired from the applicant, shall compare with the allotments established 
for other farms in the same locality which are similar except for the past 
acreage of wheat.” 


Senator Youne. We have several witnesses to be heard. I under- 
stand Congressman Hagen would like to appear. 
Weare very happy to have you, Congressman Hagen. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARLAN HAGEN, REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE 14TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE STATE 
OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Hagen. Thank you, Senator Young. 

Senator, I have a specific problem in my area which involves the 
current statute and regulations relating to cotton allotments in the 
instance where cotton lands are acquired by one of the services, armed 
services. It is somewhat of a complex subject, both statutorily and 
regul: ator ily. There are statutory provisions dealing with it and also 
departmental regulations. 

I will, with your indulgence, if you would be so kind, present the 
problem. 

Senator Youne. We will be glad to have you do so, Congressman. 

Mr. Hagen. You might ask the departmental spokesmen if they 
would comment on the problem which I will present, because I am 
sure that they can contribute added light on it. 
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In effect, what I would seek to do is to ask to include an appropriate 
provision in Senator O’Mahoney’s bill dealing with cotton. Cur- 
rently, as I understand it, it deals solely with wheat. 

Actually, in my judgment, all of these price-supported crops, with 
the possible exception of tobacco, should have some kind of a uniform 
rule on this subject of retaining acreage allotments covering land 
acquired by the Government. 

The situation in my district is this: Last year the Congress author- 
ized the establishment of a naval air station which was originally 
proposed to include 32,000 acres, approximately, in fee. Since then 
the Navy has revised its plans and now is acquiring 19,000 acres in 
fee and acquiring easements over the remainder, flight easements, 
which involve restrictions on the height of structures, and so forth, but 
the easement-burdened land could be devoted to its present usage to 
the extent that the flight activities did not interfere with farming. 

These lands which will be acquired in fee and on which an ease- 
ment will be acquired are, to some extent, devoted to the production 
of cotton. r 

Parenthetically, I might state that there is probably more cotton 
grown in my congressional district than any other single congres- 
sional district in the country. 

The owners of the land being sought feel that the present statute 
and the regulations established pursuant thereto do not give thein 
an exact quid pro quo with respect to their cotton history and allot- 
ments. 

What they seek is the right—I might digress at that point. 

In the main, they are substantial operators, most of them. Their 
total farms will not be acquired except possibly with one or two ex- 
ceptions, so they will be left sitting there with part of their farms 
gone and with land in the area which could be devoted to cotton pro- 
duction under an allotment program. Asa matter of fact, it probably 
would be completely, now, except for the fact that quotas are in effect 
and consequently all of their land suitable for cotton and formerly so 
used is not now totally so used. 

So what they seek is an amendment of the law which would permit 
them to shift exactly the acreages which are now allotted on quotas 
to this land to be acquired by the Navy, from that land which the 
Navy is taking to other lands which they now own or other lands 
which they might acquire. 

As I understand it, with respect to new land that they might ac- 
quire, the situation is not too bad although it is doubtful they could 
shift acre for acre, but they do not want to be confronted with the 
necessity of buying a new farm when they already have land in the 
area which could grow cotton, and to which these lost acres could be 
shifted. 

That is the addition to Senator O’Mahoney’s bill which I would 
seek, language which would permit them to shift this lost acreage to 
lands currently owned by them, as well as lands which they might 
acquire or take an option to. 

I might say that I think this is a reasonable proposition for every 
one of these price-supported crops, with the possible exception of 
tobacco. I am certain this problem, which is current not only in my 
district, will rise in other areas and could arise in your area, Senator, 
for example, with respect to wheat. 


ee 
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Senator Youne. It has arisen. , 

Would you make this mandatory, or leave it discretionary with the 
Secretary of Agriculture to adjust this acreage? 

What I have in mind is this: Supposing a farmer loses some land 
to an airbase or a dam project, or some other project, and he loses, 
say, 100 acres and he buys another farm to take its place that already 
has a good cotton allotment. Would you—— 

Mr. Hagen. I would add that. 

Senator Youne. No matter how much it would happen to be? 

Mr. Hagen. I would permit him to add it, because merely by reason 
of the fact that he has a farm with an allotment and will be permitted 
to plant that allotment does not compensate him for that loss, because 
he has lost the other allotment on that land unless he were permitted 
to put the allotment on lands presently held, and actually it does not 
mean anything, as I understand it, in terms of the surpluses because 
the history on these lost farms, in my understanding, will remain with 
the county and will remain with the State, and somebody is going to 
plant those acres, and, in fact, if the man who lost that allotment is not 
allowed to plant them, then it is something in the nature of an addi- 
tion to the remaining producers who are not in a similar situation. 

Senator Youne. Ordinarily these allotted acres are spread among 
the producers within that county ; is that correct? 

Mr. Hagen. That is right. 

In the case of cotton, they have a national acreage allotment with 
a minimum spelled out in the statute; on the basis of history, that 
acreage is parceled out among the States, and then at the State level 
it is parceled out among the counties on the basis of the history, with 
the addition that there is some calculation of trends among counties, 
and there is some provision for new farms out of reserve, and so forth, 
but basically the State gets its allotment on the basis of history and 
the county gets its allotment similarly; as the county is given the allot- 
ment, it is divided up among the number of eligible acres, and if you 
deprive someone of the right to produce in that county, in effect it 
merely means that someone else picks it up. 

In this particular instance the farmers are seeking to have the Navy 
compensate them monetarily for these allotments, but I understand 
that there is no legal criteria whereby through negotiation or con- 
demnation the Government should compensate someone for lost allot- 
ments. 

Senator Youne. Supposing a landowner went to court. Would not 
the court be apt to give him some payments to allow him an increased 
price per acre because he had a good allotment ? 

Mr. Hacen. I don’t think—a jury might do that indirectly, by 
indirection, because of sympathy, but I do not think there is a recog- 
nized basis for compensation because—well, quotas themselves are 
uncertain elements. In any event these growers want the option of 
keeping the right to produce intoto. 

We hope, of course, in the cotton business, like you do in the wheat 


business, that there will come a day when there will not be any 
quotas. 


Senator Youne. Yes. 

Mr. Hacen. So you are speaking to compensate someone for some- 
thing which is of very speculative value. 

Senator Youne. Yes. I see. 


92044—57———-2 
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Mr. Hagen. So I really do not believe there is any adequate for- 
mula in the law whereby the judge or even a jury could give a mone- 
pe? reward for these lost acres. 

think I have exhausted about all I should go into on this. There 
are further matters involved. It involves the statute and depart- 
mental regulations, but if you would, I would appreciate your asking 
the technical comments of the Department on this particular prob- 
lem, sir. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Youne. Thank you, Congressman Hagen. 

Our next witness is Mr. Laurence Manwaring, Deputy Adminis- 
trator for Production Adjustment, Commodity Stabilization Serv- 
ice, United States Department of Agriculture. 


STATEMENTS OF H. LAURENCE MANWARING, DEPUTY ADMINIS- j 
TRATOR FOR PRODUCTION ADJUSTMENT, COMMODITY STABILI- 
ZATION SERVICE; THOMAS B. WALKER, CHIEF, PROGRAM 
ANALYSIS BRANCH, GRAIN DIVISION, COMMODITY STABILIZA- ‘ 
TION SERVICE; AND J. ALTON SATTERFIELD, GRAIN DIVISION, 
COMMODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPART- 
MENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Senator Youne. Mr. Manwaring, were you going to testify on S. 
606 and some proposed amendments; is that correct ? 

Mr. Manwarinc. Mr. Young, I understand that there were some 
questions that were to be raised with respect to S. 606, that someone 
expected the Department to answer those questions, and we are pre- 
pared to give any information we can on that. We were not pre- 
pared to give a prepared statement on S. 606. 

Senator Youne. Did you hear the questions raised by Congress- 
man Hagen ? 

Mr. Manwartne. Yes; I did. 

Senator Youne. Would you care to comment ? 

Mr. Manwarina. Well, Congressman Hagen raised it with us, to 
know just what could be done, and I checked with the General Counsel 
and they advised me that under the present provisions of law with 
respect to cotton, in the event that a farm, a part of a farm, were taken 
by the process of eminent domain, the allotment on that farm would be 
divided between the two tracts in accordance with the regulations. 
By and large, the division would be on the basis of the cropland 
that went with the separate tracts. 

The farmer would retain that portion of the allotment which 
would ordinarily go with the land he retains. 

The other part of the allotment would go with the land taken by 
eminent domain. A farmer who wished to obtain an equal allotment 
back again would have to acquire another tract of land, and the 
county committee then would have to assign to that tract. of land such 
allotment as they felt it merited. 

Senator Youna. If he purchased land in some other county——— 

Mr. Manwarrne. I think it could be taken care of, wherever he 
purchased it, if he purchased: it within 3 years. 

Now, the problem Congressman Hagen has is broader than that. 
Those people would like to retain the entire allotment on the tract 
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of land they retained. The General Counsel says that can be done 
only if the farm itself were acquired within the last 3 years—I 
mean, the one which was divided, if it has been acquired within the 
last 3 years, then you can bring the allotment on the retained tract 
of land up to the community average in that community. 

That does not provide, I think, the relief that Congressman — 
seeks. They said there was nothing in the law that would allow 
them to give that relief. 

Mr. Hagen. In other words, if a man was fortunate enough to 
acquire the land only within the last 3 years, he could make out, but 
if he owned the land for a longer time he would be deprived of that 
percentage of the acreage ? 

Mr. Manwartne. Even then, Congressman, if the portion he re- 
tains happens to have an allotment equal to the community average, 
he would not get any relief under that. 

Hr. Hagen. Isee. Yes. 

Mr. Manwarina. He could not go over the community average, so 
that might be a limiting factor. 

Mr. Hagen. Isn’t it true, with respect to more than one of these 
price-support crops where you have a similar situation ? 

Mr. Manwarine. Yes. 

Senator Youne. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Youne. Would you care to put that statement on the 
record ? 

Mr. Manwarine. Yes, sir. There are provisions in the law with 
respect to all basic commodities, except corn and rice, for the pro- 
tection of the allotment of a farmer whose land is taken by the 
process of eminent domain. 

Senator Youne. Would that be true of the Federal acquisition, and 
State and county, alike, or would it differ? 

Mr. Manwarine. The law with respect to tobacco provides for 
relief to a farmer who has his land taken by the Federal Government 
for defense purposes, but in our regulations we have expanded it to 
cover any agency that has the power of eminent domain, and for 
any purpose. 

Administratively, we have taken care of the problem even though 
it was not taken care of by legislation, in tobacco. 

Senator Youna. Through legislation or regulation, the provisions 
sought in S. 606 already apply to cotton and to other commodities; 
is that your contention ? 

Mr. Manwarine. Yes, sir; except corn and rice. 

Mr. Hacen. Except to the extent, Senator, they do not go far 
enough; is that not true? 

Mr. Manwarine. Yes, sir; they do not go far enough, in any case, 
to take care of the problem that Congressman Hagen has. 

Senator Youna. Yes. 

Mr. Manwarina. And I think in drafting legislation of that kind 
you should be careful to take into consideration the proportion of 
the land that is moved over. 

If you just blanket all cases, you could very well have a farm of 
500 acres where 400 were taken by eminent domain, and 100 left to 


the farmer, and yet you leave the allotment for 400 acres on the 100 
acres. 
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I mean, it is something that we will have to watch, so that you 
do not just—well, in trying to take care of it—create an inequity 
rather than alleviate an inequity. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Manwaring, we would like to have your com- 
ment on the proposals sent to the committee by Under Secretary True 
Morse on April 5. These amendments, in my own opinion, are 
worthy of consideration. 

There is a tendency in many parts of the United States now to 
plant over allotments, and then, as I understand, there are many 
small farmers with 2- or 3-acre allotments who are increasing their 
wheat acreage, for example, by 15 acres and thereby increasing their 
allotments, or at least these smaller farmers are pulling wheat acres 
from regular established wheat areas so that sometimes it tends to 
draw away from 1 area into another. 

I understand that if, say, a large wheat farmer in a regular estab- 
lished wheat area overplants his allotment but plants under his base, 
he tends to pull down, to decrease his own allotment in the future, 
whereas if he overplants his base, for example, he tends to increase 
his allotment; is that true ? 

Mr. Manwartna. I would like to ask if it is permissible for Mr. 
Walker, from the Grain Division, to answer some of these more tech- 
nical questions. 

Senator Youne. This is a highly technical one. 

Mr. Manwartne. I think that he can do it better than I. There 
are some comments we would like to make on these provisions 

Senator Youna. Yes. 

Mr. Manwarine (continuing). And one of them that we reported 
we were favorable to, on the basis of the information we had at the 
time, we do not favor on the basis of information we now have. This 
is the one in which we proposed to revise the base for the estab- 
lishment of State and county allotments from a 10-year base to the 
most recent 5 years. 

We have examined the effect of doing that, and find that if we do it 
we will be shifting allotments out of the commercial wheat area into 
the noncommercial wheat area, and into those areas where a high 
percentage of the farms have allotments of less than 15 acres. 

Senator Youne. That is, if you shift from a 10-year base to a 
5-year base ? 

Mr. Manwarrne. Yes, sir; because we will be picking up in those 
States where you have a high percentage of farms with less than 
15 acres of allotments, the acreage planted above the allotment up 
to the 15 acres and adding it back into the State history, and in 
that way we apportion the allotment out to those States in a higher 
proportion, and that diverts it from the commercial area into the 
noncommercial. The allotments should stay in the commercial area. 

In attempting to work out our 1958 allotments, we found in some 
States where a high proportion of the farmers had allotments of 
less than 15 acres, that it ran as high as 119 percent of last year’s 
allotment. 


Senator Youna. Is it not true—I think perhaps we better ask Mr. 
Walker 


Mr. Manwarina. As we have some technical aspects to that, I 


think we should. 
Senator Youne. May I ask you this question: 
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Is it true there is a tendency for the acreage allotment for wheat 
in the regular commercial area to decrease now, and that allotments 
are being shifted to the so-called noncommercial areas or areas where 
they have not produced much wheat in the past, or where wheat is 
not a major industry ? 

Mr. Watxer. That is true. 

Senator Youne. Would you explain why? 

Mr. Watxer. I think in order that we might get the background 
of why this is taking place: 

e have a provision of law under the marketing quotas, which 
exempts from the marketing quota penalty any wheat farms pro- 
ducing 15 acres or less of wheat. They are exempted from market- 
ing quotas and therefore they are privileged to grow up to 15 acres 
without penalty. 

Now, in 1956, there were 563,000 wheat farms in the United States 
that overplanted their allotment. I judge that about 95 percent of 
these farms that overplanted their allotments had small allotments, 
less than 15 acres. Those small farms overplanting their allotments 
create history, as Mr. Manwaring just pointed out. 

Senator Youne. Allotment history ? 

Mr. Watxer. Allotment history. That is, history of acres which 
must be taken into account in the establishing of future allotments. 

Therefore, under the provisions of law for apportioning the 
national allotment to States and counties, we must ae into account 
this excess acreage because it is wheat acreage and it is history for that 
county, for that farm and for the state. 

Senator Younc. So, would you think that a farmer, if he could 
lant 15 acres, and maybe he did not have a wheat allotment at all, 
ut he had the right to plant 15 acres, by increasing his acreage from 

2 or 3 to 15 acres he creates an allotment; is that right? 

Mr. Wacker. He creates a base for allotment. 

Mr. Manwartne. He creates a history which is used in establishing 
the State and county allotment. 

Mr. Watxer. In 1956 there were 105,000 wheat farms planting 
wheat without allotment at all; in other words, they had never been 
considered for allotment but they planted wheat anyway. That 
makes them eligible now for wheat allotment, and their history must 
be taken into account. 

This overplanting of allotments, since we have to use it under the 
present provisions of the law in the apportionment of the national al- 
lotment to States and counties as well as on the farm, is causing a shift 
out of the regular wheat area, like North Dakota for instance, with 
only 1%o percent of its farm overplanting allotments, the application 
of the provisions of law that we have now in the apportionment of 
the national allotment would tend to shift acreage out of North Da- 
kota to a State like Missouri or Arkansas or Alabama, or any of these 
States that have a considerable amount of noncompliance with wheat 
allotments. 

Senator Younc. By what percentage have some of them over- 
seeded ? 

Mr. Waker. Overseeded ? 

Senator Youne. Overplanted. 
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Mr. Waker. Well, take Missouri, for instance. Out of 133,000 
wheat-producing farms in 1956, 80,000 of those farms produced above 
their allotments. That is 60 percent of the total wheat farms in Mis- 
souri that exceeded their allotments. 

Mr. Manwarine. They might not be out of compliance with the 

uota provisions of the law, but they were, on price supports, when 
they overplanted their allotments. 

Mr. Waker. They were not interested in price support, but they 
could grow 15 acres or under 15, just so they did not exceed 15, and 
still get a marketing card, and they could market wheat. because they 
are in compliance with the present quota provisions of the law. 

Senator Youna. There is no other commodity that has this privilege 
of planting 15 acres, is there? 

r. Watker. No; not 15 acres, but I believe we do have some 
minimum for cotton, and other marketing quota crops. 

Mr. Manwarine. There is. 

Mr. Watker. In Missouri, these noncomplying farms planted 414 
times the allotments on those farms, really 465 percent of the allot- 
ment. 

Senator Youne. And they are not particularly interested in allot- 
ments, either ? 

Mr. Wavxer. No. 

Senator Younc. But they were interested in producing 15 acres, 
and by doing that they automatically get the higher allotment. 

Mr. Manwarine. As a matter of fact, is this not true, Mr. Walker: 
If they get the higher allotment due to that shift, they will not comply 
with that either, because it will be below 15 acres. They will not use it. 
They will still plant up to the 15 acres and above the increased allot- 
ment, but in order to provide the increased allotment it has to come 
out of the area where farmers are in compliance with allotments? 

Mr. Wacker. Well, you go a little bit further than that. If we had 
used the formula used in the past 2 years for making adjustments in 
the trends of acres seeded wheat, we would have shifted out of North 
Dakota 1 full percent or 72,000 acres would have been shifted out, 
and Missouri would have gotten an increase of 714 percent in their 
1958 allotment compared to 1957. 

Senator Youne. And the Missouri farmers probably would not 
have used that, either; is that right? 

Mr. Waker. They do not need it. On those small farms they are 
not interested in price support, and therefore they are out of price 
compliance, and they market their crop under the 15-acre minimum. 

Senator Younc. This presents a very serious situation in the major 
wheat-producing areas hike my own State where wheat is the major 
cash crop. 

Mr. Manwartne. There is one other angle in Missouri, since we 
uséd that as an example, and that is any farmer in Missouri who is 
a commercial wheat producer and who has an allotment above 15 
acres, say 25 or 30 or 40 acres, will get the advantage of that increased 
trend in the State history. 

It is our feeling after examining the data thoroughly, that there 
is not equity as between producers of wheat, that some are getting an 
advantage because of this provision that they should not have, and 
that any shift from the 10-year to the 5-year base will accentuate that 
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because it just brings you up to date on that shift; in other words, 
it accentuates the trend provisions. ti 

Senator Youne. My own feeling is unless some of these inequities 
are corrected, the whole allotment system will break down. It is 
pretty difficult for the farmer to live with them now. . 

Mr. Waker. For 1958, we had to modify the formula in order 
to minimize this shift. 

However, I would like to point out that even though we were able 
to minimize this shift for 1958, it will only be a year or two until we 
will have to do something else, because it will catch up with us again. 

Senator Youne. Would you care to comment on this? I under- 
stand that in some of the major wheat-producing areas, take my own 
State, the farmers have found that by overplanting their base they 
tend to increase their allotment, but if they stay within their base 
they tend to decrease or lower their allotment. Is that correct? 

Mr. Waker. It could happen. I do not know the details in order, 
technically, to answer that question, but I can cite what happened in 
Cheyenne County in Nebraska, where 68 percent oz the wheat 
producers overplanted their allotments in 1956. They are large 
farmers, not small farmers, and these 68 percent that overplanted, 
planted 43 percent more than their allotments. 

Now, that would average about ecual to the base, it might be 
slightly in excess of the base so, as an average for those farmers in 
Cheyenne County, they apparently are not just planting over their 
allotments but they are planting up to the base, that is, the usual 
acreage of wheat, so they hold their allotments. 

Now, the converse of that might be pointed out, that in other 
instances the largers farmers are considerably exceeding their base. 
In that instance, it will pull allotments into the county from other 
counties for the additional allotments. 

Senator Young. That is an unfair situation, too. 

Mr. Waker. That is right. 

Senator Youna. Of course, that will becomes a widespread prac- 
tice unless the law is changed, at least in my opinion. 

Mr. Manwarrne. Senator, as long as we attempt to run a control 
program some of these inequities are going to have to be worked out. 
We are doing the very best we can to try and make it work within the 
authorities we have. 

There is one other little problem in this other area we were talking 
about, and that has to do with the noncommercial area where the 15- 
ae restriction does not apply, and where no other restriction 
applies— 

Mr. Wauxer. On wheat. 

Mr. Manwaring. On wheat. [Continuing:] Such as Alabama and 
Arizona, where they have increased the acreage of wheat since they 
were put in the noncommercial area, and that has to be taken into 
consideration in determining the share of the national allotment. that 
will be set aside for them, and thus the residue of the 55 million 
national allotment that will go into the commercial area. As non- 
commercial States mncrease wheat. acreage: it draws wheat allotment 
from.the commercial area into the noncommercial area. There is no 
restriction on farmers in- noncommercial States because they can 
produce any amount of wheat they want. 

Senator Younc. Have you any proposal to correct that ? 
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Mr. Manwaring. Well, our proposal is to stay on the 10-year base 

‘ather than move to the 5, as we proposed in this previous report. 

Mr. Watxer. And in addition to that, that we would prohibit the 
use of excess wheat acreage over and above the allotment in the estab- 
lishment of future State or county base acreages and farm allotments. 

Senator Younes. Is that a part of your proposal now ? 

Mr. Waker. Yes. 

That would ‘put wheat on the same basis as the other marketing 
quota crops, for instance, cotton, rice, tobacco, and peanuts, they 
do not permit the use of overpl: inting to be used in establishing the 
future allotment, but wheat does. 

Senator Youne. You propose to put wheat on the same basis as 
cotton ¢ 

Mr. Wacker. As the other commodities. 

So you do not use this excess acreage as history in the apportion- 
ment of the allotment in the future. That would tend to stabilize 
the shifting problem we were just talking about a few minutes ago. 

Senator Tou nc. Would you have any further comment you would 
like to make, Mr. Manwaring or Mr. W alker ? 

Mr. Manwartnc. No, sir, I think not. 

The report as we sent it is our position on those items, with the 
exception of that one, and I have discussed that with Mr. McLain, 
and he concurs that we, on the basis of the new information we have, 
should not stand on that one provision of our report. 

Mr. Waker. Senator, there is another proposal that is embodied 
there, and that is, we would like to see the provision for classification 
of a new farm modified to the extent that instead of 3 consecutive 
years in which wheat is not seeded reclassifying the farm as a new 
farm we would recommend 4 years, so that it conforms to the crop 
rotation system being carried ‘out wherein they have a 4-year rota- 
tion, once in 4 years an old wheatgrower grows wheat in these regu- 
lar rotations. 

Under the present provisions, we would classify him now as a new 
farm because he did not produce wheat in 1 of 3 consecutive years 
but he does seed wheat in the fourth year. That is his regular rota- 
tion system now, and so in order for that provision to conform with 
the 4-year rotation system, where he grows wheat once in 4 years, we 
would change the 3 years to 4 years, so that he would remain as an 
old wheat farmer and not be required to make a new farm applica- 
tion to continue his allotment. 

Senator Youne. Do you have much trouble with the 3-year provi- 
sion now ? 

Mr. Wacker. Not where the 3 years are really applicable. Our 
trouble is in some scattered areas throughout the country, like some 
areas in California and some in North Carolina, we have trouble 
with those farms which grow wheat once in 4 years in their regular 
crop-rotation system. Now we are unable to keep him on the list as 
an old wheat farm and therefore we have trouble with him to that 
extent. 

Mr. Manwarrne. Senator, with respect to S. 606, I think we men- 
tioned that it did not cover corn and rice, and that there is no provision 
to cover those two commodities at the present time under the provi- 
sions of 606—is that right, Mr. Satterfield ? 
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Mr. Satrerrievp. That is right. 
There is a bill in the House for a similar provision. 


Senator Young. Would you recommend inclusion of corn? 

Mr. Manwarine. Yes, sir. 

And I am sure there would be no objection on the part of the De- 
partment to broadening the language of these others to provide that 
in any case where land is taken by the process of eminent domain by 
Federal, State, or other agencies for any purpose, we would protect 
the allotment. It seems only fair they be included. 

Senator Youne. Does that complete your statement? 

Mr. Manwarinea. Yes, sir. 


Senator Youna. I do not believe I have any further questions. 
Thank you very much. 


I believe our next witness is Mr. Woolley, of the Farm Bureau. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK K. WOOLLEY, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Woo.iey. My comments are very brief, Mr. Chairman. 

You might just put my prepared statement in the record rather 
than my reading it. 

Senator Youne. All right; we will be glad to do that. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Woolley is as follows :) 


The American Farm Bureau Federation appreciates this opportunity to present 
its views with respect to S. 606, which permits the transfer of wheat acreage allot- 
ments of lands taken by any Federal, State, or any other agency having the 
right of eminent domain. 

Since this does not increase the national acreage allotment for wheat and 
merely extends the principle of establishing an allotment pool with respect to 
lands acquired by the United States and other governmental instrumentalities 
having the right of eminent domain for purposes in addition to national defense, 
we do not have any objections to this bill. 

However, since the question of amending the wheat acreage allotment pro- 
vision of law is being considered we urge that this bill be amended by adding 
thereto two additional sections to read as follows: 

“Sec. 2. That section 335 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 19388, as 
amended, is further amended by adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection : 

“(f) The Secretary, upon application made pursuant to regulations prescribed 
by him, shall exempt producers from any obligation under this act to pay the 
penalty on, deliver to the Secretary, or store the farm marketing excess with 
respect to any farm for any crop of wheat harvested in 1957 or subsequent years 
on the following conditions: 

(1) That none of such crop of wheat is removed from such farm except to be 
processed for use as human food or livestock feed on such farm; 

(2) That such entire crop of wheat is used on such farm for seed, human 
food, or feed for livestock, including poultry, owned by any such producer, or 
a subsequent owner or operator of the farm; and 

““(3) That, the producer receiving an exemption from marketing quota penalties 
on the farm marketing excess of wheat under the provisions of this subsection 
shall agree to forego price support on corn, oats, barley, and grain sorghums 
produced on the same farm, or farms under the same control, for the marketing 
year for which the exemption from marketing quota penalties on excess wheat 
is obtained. 

(4) That such producers and their successors comply with all regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary for the purpose of determining compliance with the 
foregoing conditions. 

“Failure to comply with any of the foregoing conditions shall cause the exemp- 
tion to become immediately null and void unless such failure is due to circum- 
stances beyond the control of such producers as determined by the Secretary. In 
the event an exemption becomes null and void the provisions of this act shall 
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become applicable to the same extent as if such exemption had not been granted. 
No acreage planted to wheat in excess of the farm acreage allotment for a crop 
covered by an exemption hereunder shall be considered in determining any subse- 
quent wheat acreage allotment or marketing quota for such farm. 

“Sec. 3. Subsection 335 (d) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 

: amended, and paragraph (7) of Public Law 74 of the 77th Congress are hereby 
repealed.” 

The foregoing recommendation is based upon the following resolution adopted 
by the elected voting delegates of the member State Farm Bureaus last December : 

“We recommend legislation to exempt farms from wheat marketing quotas 
if all wheat produced thereon is used only as food, feed, or seed on the farm where 
grown or on farms under the same operation. Producers taking advantage of 
this exemption should not be eligible to participate in any price support program 
for wheat or other feed grains, and all wheat producers affected by marketing 
quotas should be eligible to vote thereon. Such legislation should be substituted 
for the present 15-acre and 200-bushel wheat marketing quota exemptions.” 

We understand from the Department of Agriculture that as a result of the cur- 
rent marketing quota law, which the executive branch of the Government must 
carry out even though it is reluctant to do so, is forcing thousands of farmers 
to be penalized who have produced wheat on their own farms for feed and have 
complied with the spirit of the provisions suggested in this statement. The 
suggested new section 3 repeals provisions of law providing for a 200-bushel mini- 
mum quota and a 15-acre allotment exemption. 

The Senate of the United States has passed similar legislation a number of 
times and we believe there is widespread support for such legislation to be passed 
by the Congress at this time. The fundamental idea has been approved by the 
administration in numerous representations to the Congress. 

In view of these circumstances we strongly urge that you approv e 8. 606 partic- 
ularly if the suggested amendments are incorporated therein. 


Mr. Woo.tey. I will briefly state what we have in mind. 

We see no objection to the fundamental principle of S. 606. It 
does not add to the total national wheat allotment, it just seeks to pro- 
vide a more equitable means of distribution of allotments that other- 
wise would be made, and to rectify the injustices done by taking a man’s 
allotment away from him through eminent domain. 

Of course, the law now provides for special allotments where land 
is taken for defense purposes and this would just extend that idea to 
cases where land is taken for rights-of-way for highways, and so 
forth—which, incidentally, as you know, begins to take a sizable 
quantity of land. 

Senator Youne. That could be a major problem in some areas, these 
interstate highways. 

Mr. Woottey. Yes. 

Senator Youne. They would take a lot of land. 

Mr. Woottey. They take tremendous acreages, and it means that 
the problem will be more widespread and more people will be affected 
by the inequities involved. 

We have the feeling if legislation is to be considered on the question 
of wheat allotments, in order to try to clean up the things that are 
really seriously wrong in the wheat-allotment proposition, we think 
that the provision of law that forces the executive branch to take a 
farmer into court when he plants in excess of his allotment but only 
uses the wheat for feed is a major mistake, that gives the wheat- 
allotment program a black eye in large areas of the country. 

Senator Youne. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Woottey. We would just amend this bill to include the pro- 
vision that would remove the penalty from any person who planted 
wheat in excess of his allotment, provided the wheat was used for 








TRANSFER OF WHEAT ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS 15 


human food on the farm where it was raised or was used for feed 
for either livestock or poultry. 

However, if a person was just interested in producing wheat on 
that farm for feed and not indulging in some device to avoid a penalty 
for overplanting his allotment, he should not be eligible for price sup- 
port on other feed. 

We would like to get rid of the 200-bushel wheat exemption and 
the 15-acre wheat exemption. We think this would begin to clear 
the air with respect to some of the points previously made by the 
witnesses from the Department of Agriculture. 

Senator Youna. Are the provisions you are speaking of embodied 
in any of the pending bills? 

Mr. Woot.ey. They are partially covered in a number of bills. 

As a matter of fact, there is a lot of interest in this, and, as you 
know, the Senate has adopted it on a number of different occasions. 

Senator Youna. Yes. 

Mr. Wootiry. As I recall, the last time they adopted it was in 
1956, in connection with the act of 1956. 

The bills pending in the Senate are S. 403, S. 658, S. 901, and S. 
951, and those bills are, respectively by Senator Watkins, of Utah, 
Senator Byrd, of Virginia, Senator Potter, of Michigan, and Senator 
Williams, of Delaware. They were all introduced ear ly in the session. 

Senator Youne. Do they have this suggested provision you have 
just mentioned ¢ 

Mr. Woottey. About eliminating the 200 bushels? 

Senator Youne. Yes. 

Mr. Woottey. No. 

There are two things that they do not have in the bills that we are 
suggesting here, and I have written them out in my formal presenta- 
tion. 

The two things are: Repealing the provision with respect to the 200 
bushels and the 15 acres exemption and ineligibility for price support 
on other feeds on the farm. These are something we have discussed 
in the Farm Bureau in about the last four annual meetings. 

There is widespread understanding throughout the country of the 
problem involved, and our people, both in the area where they want 
to feed the wheat and in areas that are interested in commercial wheat 
production for sale in normal channels of trade, believe it is in the 
interest of both areas to adopt this change. 

Senator Youne. Let me ask Mr. Manwaring: 

Has the Department of Agriculture taken a position on these 
suggested changes by Mr. Woolley ? 

Mr. Manwarrne. As I understand, Mr. Young, the Department 
did report. on those bills favorably, on the Federal aspects of the bills 
but, as I recall, they did not comment on the elimination of the 
l5-acre exemption, or the 200-bushel exemption. I do not know 
whether those are—— 

Mr. Wootiey. Those are not in the bill. 

Mr. Manwarine. Those are not in the bill, and the Department did 
not comment or add any comment on that, and I do not know what 
the Department’s position would be on it. 

Senator Youne. Off the record. 

(Diseussion off the record.) 
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Senator Youne. Back on the record. 

Do you have any further comment? 

Mr. Wooutxy. No, unless you have some questions. 

Senator Youne. Did the Farm Bureau ever look into these = 
posals by the Department of Agriculture, with respect to 5. 6064 

Mr. Woo.tey. I have not had time to study the Department’s pro- 
posals in detail. 

Senator Youne. The Farm Bureau would prefer the 10-year base 
to the 5-year base ? 

Mr. Wootuey. I am not so sure we would prefer it. I know that 
is what we are on, I know our people would want to take a look at 
the implications of moving to 5 years, because they are conscious of 
the fact that the program is moving acreages rather inequitably from 
one area of the country to another. 

In most major wheat States there has been a rather drastic moving 
of allotments from areas producing high-quality wheats to areas pro- 
ducing the less desirable qualities of wheat. 

I was interested in Mr. Walker’s testimony with respect to what 
is going on in Cheyenne County, Nebr. There is a good reason why 
they are doing what he stated. They are producing a good premium 
quality wheat. Many farmers can afford to plant over their allot- 
ment and pay the penalty and still market their production at a 
profit. 

Senator Younc. Well, too, he does not have to pay the penalty if 
he wants to put it in bond and wait until next year. 

Mr. Woottey. That is right. 

It gives a crop insurance feature which, of course, we favor. 

Senator Youna. I understand a number of farmers have been ad- 
vocating bushel allotments. 

Mr. Woottey. Well, to some extent we have a bushel allotment 
program now. 

Senator Youna. Does that complete your statement, Mr. Woolley ? 

Mr. Woottey. Yes. 

Senator Youne. Thank you very much. 

That completes these hearings. 

(Whereupon, at 11:15 a. m., the hearing was concluded.) 

WASHINGTON, D. C., May 9, 1957 
Senator OLIN D. JOHNSTON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Agriculturai Production, Marketing and 


Stabilization of Prices, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, United 
States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR JOHNSTON: National Farmers Union wishes to state its sup- 
port of the principle embodied in S. 606, introduced by Senator O’Mahoney. 

This proposed amendment to the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, would protect a wheatgrower whose farm is acquired by a Federal, 
State, or local governmental agency through the right of eminent domain, from 
loss of his wheat allotment. Under the proposal, the allotment acres would be 
placed in an allotment pool, and used to establish equitable allotments for other 
farms owned or acquired by the owner dispossessed under these particular 
conditions. 

While the number of such involuntary losses of allotted acres may not be 
large in any given year, in a time of low and falling farm income like the pres- 
ent, care should be taken to avoid additional involuntary loss of income to any 
farm operator. He should not be suddenly deprived from a usual source of 
income. 
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We do not believe, however, that this principle should be confined to the 
grower of only one crop. It should be extended to the growers of any crop for 
which it has been necessary to declare acreage allotments. This is a matter 
of simple justice. Therefore, we suggest that this proposed legislation be 
broadened in the interests of equity to all farmers. 

We respectfully request that this letter be made a part of the record of the 
hearing on S. 606 of the Subcommittee on Agricultural Production, Marketing, 
and Stabilization of Prices. 

Sincerely, 
J. A. BAKER, 
Coordinator of Legislative Services, National Farmers Union. 
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